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J.. 1;c Stwce Ftastics:

A. Totol unmller of operatin LEA's in the State 30.5

B. Nuiiibex or LEA's in Title 1 292

(1) durinr, the regular school term only 81

(2) durinp, the summer term only 25

(3) during both the regular school term aH.:1 the

summor term 186

C. Number of Tjtle I programs 3,694

D. Unduplicated number of pupils who pazticipat('d iii
Title 1 programs

(1) enrolled in public school

(2) enrolled in nonpublic schooli..

1:",,827

118,944

4,883

NOTE: The above do not include the tour joint prjecte in the. State

or the three institutions for neglected and deli.ncjunt children.

The following are list of Title I Instro:ltional and Su.r)portive prou.am,

with file number oT LI4 s part:i : j' tin I each typc of progra7..--

NAME OF l'ROGhitM

InstrucLion21

Art

Business Education

Cultural Enrichment

Izinguag Arts

home Ecornics

industrizIl Arts

KindergvrLul

Nrithownt

3

3

4

80

107

6

14

148

s
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Pror. NI:h1:3; OF LU'r.

Music 26

Phy::icai Education, Recreation 75

Pre-Kindi..:rgarter 6

Reading 1)5

Science 27

Social Studies 20

Special Education for llandicz:pped
(riot including Speech Therapy) 83

Speech Therapy nnd Hearing 50

Vocational (other than 1usincf4s) 8

Work Study 10

Other:

Environment Edlici,;Lion 6

Field Trips 6

CapAping 2.

1,003

Sunpertive Services

Attendance Services 20

Curriculnz Nat en Center Services 4

Food Services 61

ye 90

H(:alth. Services (Nurt.2.) 157

Librry Services

Psycholor.ical Srelco 45



port:

NA :E PrOC;RAm

SupporLivr,

Schnoi ci31 o.J17 rvices 35

Transportntion
96

Other
8

607

NOTE: lf a schc,o1 had a progri:a in rerjilar schoo:i. rind the proram

in sum.nicr ichool, it was countt.:d an two
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C f the tot;,1 numher.

Visits for review of the project not ti-lullv mad,: to those Li'.'

which hrJ1 been V: sit i (l.1.11.l nc cievelopment ot the prornc . Silice IL was

not poL.,!;Able to -vihit all progrcms in uporatiou, v(:ry often those whic!1

were chron hPd unusual eharacteriF,tic.: or cor!,ponets, such n on unur-wnlly

effective tutorial program or a prog,.;:m built a particulariy etfue-

tive romedial re6ding technicio. Pt0;.YOWS WhICh not an efftetive or

desirable were kilo° vif:Ited, so that improvements r.iht he ;;de

Theo visits provided the SEA with direct iniormation concerning the

use of different techniques so that the mo.5,t suceeful one vdr:.ht be lisrd

to improve other prop,rams. They alF.o provided on oppoT-tunity o detern,!

whether existim! guidelines nod regulations were rolevant to thy probl::,m,,

facing the LEA's.

Some projects were nudified so thrtt they Thigh t better c.erve oducatiel

needs of the children, or so thitt the projt,.ct would contit,ue to meet

guidelines.

Such visits nlso served to introduce LEA alld SEA ilrsonnf_i Co each

other. Assured of the ernacrn and jut crest of the ELA, the LEA felt fre,

perhaps more often than Utfore, to contact the StLe office whenever any

questions or problems aro:::e.

C. For evaluation: 2l School ViHts--approxiately 1.5X of the total number,

A visit for the purpee of evalur:tion wos r.,.cde as the projet was

neario it2 emplet:ion da-, unless tic LEA r,,e.not,.d an ccrlfer visit so

that a continuous evluction mi?ht be m::!de din ac, the school year

visits were lot by both SEA a;)d L;V: concern it ig evaluation nrocednrc:;

7
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These visits u.:,11a11,,- rn 0:.ec11117.1,t
r.neu

thi oc ri cc ;cm; of ti-u ii
thc: LEA u.--;i1wd 1)c7tLer underPtdndiu,,', of evaluotir,n

rocuiret,.,..!rari pr th, FWA.

AfteY Eueh visits, lit wa5 oft.ei) poF,6lib1v fof the LLt. fur use

devclopi.ng fnture )giinc to a!;ses facton,i othr than thoc measured

in the voluat4on report to the SEA. This miyht include nf

p1annini,, procodurc.:.:, 1.1e of the r:taff, nod rcAev;'nce ot the. rroi;ra:,c to

the needs of 11)e children conce):ncfl.

In viIting prop.1:wn.f; which were provinp Co he effecLive, the SLA

bcca:Ile acquajnte0 wlth the ratlonale of the LEA in develrin the po)alr

and coula tip:n assiFt LLA's wi;:h ley.&; !'.uccess11.0 progrn overcon,c.:

weakneeL; wit:11in thry projects.

D. hop, conferences an} iro$rc.ic:c Ic

Thee. 14 metings inciudec'. the followli.n:

(3) Insrvice tcrtiitinh sessions at LLA's. Those concerned the 'or::. of

teachur aides.

(2) Area vorshops, kilong other suhleetr concerned the use of

aides, end ..intet:pretw,:ion of p.uldlines, teb and

coivarah.ility.

Conferen,:.es on cemparz:bil1Lv.

FollowThrough

1:lialu 1

(3)

(14)

(5)

8
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Plth-,uph I. C A conducted Ii C: ;u:10 covjcryl!cc. v;;rior:,

LEA staff prcs(1)!A:d L(chniooi.: plocoduzi.: n.;: iP T)rif. )

prOjeCtL: WI/job thoy had developA.

Ono v(..J.y profltle res101. of su(l) conrence!., aF-Ade crow the

oriivic.1 purpose of providin information (.overing a Epeial aroa, was

that th(:y afforded an opportunity for di!,neojnation of inforcILItion on a

variety of other :,ubjocts.

WolLshops and confeiencof;, for whatever reson thoy 1.7C1-V heid, gave

the UPI's in attendance fin opportunity to ;3s1 specific quer.tiomi r(latinp,

to their own programs, thus often, avoiding minLakeF.; or de) ays in planninp,

prograros or in makin applicaLions.

At Mich meeL/n, also, the SEA jearned ))ore about tho kind ,. of

infotm3r.ion most ofti::p requesLed by the LEA's. Bettor procir,:.

then, cive:I.opfd to onsc.'r questions from tho LEA':-.3 and threhy

then in handling tht. r probleq,

9
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A. Chahrot to irprovt. tht: (01,-,fliy of ii t I J projects:

0) Ail ii 3 J. pro.loctt. ale rottrred to ourl.icuiat and other appropriate

speli.As for A repot:I or their qualiLy is ['Ando to Lb.:

Title ) thcso sT.er.iniists 1.11-o ride ho.:-.wledpeable

of tla Ti tic. 1 zt!7i.ettc. of thoir speciality and are e...:pected to

vorb .:th oc LLA's to improve the at.vonriate couponentr.; of Title 1.

projci:1! This procedure has had the cfcct of ir,iproving the cinviity

of th- oncrotion. and evaluation of Title 1 project:

(?) hay.. bcen cacourai..ed Cu reduce the number of Cm:rot schools

in oreyY to conccutratc Title 1 funds on four edner.tionally dit,ad-

vant,:ird tuildren. Thif; produre hu had the effe,:t of increasing

Cite :;!-;,:ct- of au 7i.jtIc I pl(F,ram lit terl.ls of Lice nmount of money

availahlt_ for each o)igiblc

(3) An irc in of I st..f

covelo of the St;,,te for the monituvini; of Title I programs.

Sched.11ua for vit.ts have been developed, as eli z:s a report in

systei.., for the reco;-din of the ..sults of prup.ram rovicvs.

(0 Throth Yorkr.;hops acid to props, the soPhisticat:ion

wit \:lich Title 1 proo-;Ir!:: been developed has hoen

restinv In b(tel quality proiraws.

nnd libta.cy ;)ides h;,ve bcoli oliinated fru.if. Title I.

bt..eac:,o p"o:,r;:m rovicvs rvvealod that, foe the irJ:JEJ- pavL,

th..o in a vannor uI than concentrating

on Titl.r. 1 child:n. efloct lute been to reicase the:.,e funds for

uth(r a Title I Nally LLAIG have continnd

fIbi .1 ii' r ai th tate aid in.n.i tundri.

1.0
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D. (.1;anp,c, made to inuie props.r noupubl:e school children:

(1) The UA hnL: insited upm% thc.. involve,,Lnt of neAwuhlie schoijc in

the planuin;,, operation, aod evaluatien of Title 1 pro tint'; in

accordncc ,A.Ch Oh guidelinf:f.-:. This not. a (.1.1n;:e in proei;.e

but rath): one of emp1;3sis.

(2) i.e prograr.7 reviPws, nonpohlic schools are visited ;Is well r.:; Lhn

public schools in order that progra615., provided in those school.E; by

thf: LEA might be observed.

(3) Evaluation of the effectiveness of Title pro.,;17c7,1s (-ixtcndci into

nonpublic schools has been made the responsibility of both tie LhA

and the nonpublic schools. The effect has been 10 incrc,use the

awareness of teacheis, both in the LrA and in the nonpublic schoojs,

of the educationally disadvntaged child in the winpublie czchool.

C. Changes made to modify local projects in the light of 1 tote and

evaluation:

(1) VorkshoT.,s en the techniquc of evl.naLon hzlve coucLec.i so

that the objectives arc 11),7.1re clearly F.;I:tred end 17,csuTed the

modification of programs based upon the above can be made.

(2) There has been considerable encoulment of continuous evaluation

and changes in techniques and prograTrs, as weil as the est;;h.l..ishmc.nt

of basic line data for terminal evaluntion.

(3) Through :JorRshops and inclusion of evaluation roz:t-L; in Title

progn:;111s, an increase in sr.phisticaLion of evP.lual.ion techniques

has her, experienced on both the locni and State levels,

ii



State Evaluation Report Page 10

IV. Effect upon Education Achiever,ent:

Various testing, survey and research procedures are used to determine the

continued progress of the Title I ESEA projects in Indiana. The results from

the objective and subjective methods tend to provide a complete picture for

total evaluation. This report is confined to the objective data in the reading

area based upon standardized testing results in cooperation with the participating

local school systems, public and private.

Comprehensive evaluation is a vital part of the program. Both pre- and post-

testing are administered by certified reading specialists. The objective results

serve as a diagnostic teaching tool as well as providing an accurate method of

evaluation.

Proper testing procedures are used throughout the program under the direction

of professional personnel to assure complete realiability and validity. Indiana

testing norms are established by the norms used in the various testing instruments.

Local norms are often established by the local school districts.

To gain a composite evaluation, five regions are designated as "target areas.

These target areas represent a cross section sampling of the State's projects,

and an analysis of these samplings gives an accurate objective status evaluation.

12



A. Reading data Title I project

State Evaluation Target Area #1

Page 11

This section of the reading evaluation is an analysis of the stan-

dardized testing results representing the one area of the state. This

report is composed of a sampling which accurately reflect the area's

progress based upon objective instruments. The area's sampling involves

approximately 1,946 students participating in Title I programs. The

evaluation was based upon pre- and post-tests results from The Metropol-

itan Elementary Reading Test, The Stanford Diagnostic Test, The Metropol-

itan Achievement Test, and basal textbook objective tests results.

SUMMARY OF DATA

I. RESULTS OF METROPOLITAN ELEMENTARY READING TEST

Length of Exposure: 7 Months

Pre-Test Post-Test Mean
Mean Mean Gain----

Grade 4 N=13 2.9 N=10 3.6 +.7

Grade 5 N=21 2.7 N=17 3.7 +1.0

Grade 6 N=11 2.4 N=5 4.0 1.6

II. RESULTS OF STANFORD DIAGNOSTIC. TEST

Length of Exposure: 8 Months

Pre-Test Post-Test Mean
Mean Mean Gain----

Grade 4 N=225 2.3 N=198 2.9 .6

Grade 5 N=234 2.9 N=207 3.5 .6

Grade 6 N=190 3.2 N=168 3.7 .5

13



Pre-test

II. GINN I TEST scoaE RESULTS

Means Diff_ t 2 % Chance*

Page 12

Chance** TotalTest

N

EEL Cont. Score Scores Scores Possible

100 39

Exp. Cont.

Metropolitan 19.3 19.8 -0.5 0.3 N.S. 51.0 51.3

Reading
Readiness (1-4)

Alphabet 4.3 4.2 0.1 0.1 N.S.

Ginn Recall 0.4 0.9 -0.5 1.3 N.S.

Post-test

N 100 39

Alphabet 22.8 16.7 6.1 3.3 .01

i Recall 11.0 6.1 4.9 5.6 .001

Pre-primer 24.5 18.4 6.1 4.4 .001 1.0 15.4 9 36

Primer 47.8 33.1 14.7 4.9 .001 3.0 30.8 21 75

First Reader 54.6 40.4 14.2 4.5 .001 12.0 23.1 29 105

Pre-primer --
Primer Total 72.3 51.6 20.7 5.1 .001 1.0 15.4 30 111

Pre-primer,
Primer, and
First Reader
Total 126.8 92.0 34.8 5.1 .001 1.0 15.4 59 216

Metropolitan
Achievement
Test Total
(1-4) 83.8 64.6 19.2 3.7 .001

* "X, Chance Scores" is the number of subjects whose score is less than or equal to that
score which would be obtained if every question had been answered by guessing
divided by the number of subjects in the group.

"Chance Score" is that score which would be obtained (in the "long run") if every
question had been answered by guessing only; e.g., for a 100 question test, each
question with four alternatives, the chance score would be 25.

14
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III. EXPERIMENTAL STUDY RESULTS

Pretest Posttest

Exper. Control
Mean

Exper. Control
Mean

Diff. Diff.

Metropolitan 19 32 19.79 - .47 83.83 64.64 19.19

Ginn Recall 38 .90 - .52 10.96 6.08 4.88

Alphabet 4 25 4.18 .07 22.76 16.69 6.07

Ginn Pre-Primer 24.50 18.44 6.06

Ginn Primer 47.77 33.13 14.64

Ginn First Reader 54.57 40.44 14.13

Ginn Pre-Primer and

Primer Total Score. . . . 72.27 51.56 20.71

Ginn Pre-Primer, Primer, and

First Reader Total Score 126.84 92 34.84

N=100 for Experimental Group
N=33 for Control Group

CONCLUSION

In light of the stated objectives the evaluation data does tend to

indicate successful results. These reading surveys show that, provided

the opportunity, the deprived child can show significant progress. These

positive results are reflected by gains made by participating pupils in

the reading skills in vocabulary and comprehension.
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State Evaluation Target Area //2

This part of the reading evaluation contains the results of sampling

from the second representative area of the state. Approximately 1,242

tests results were studied for this portion of the evaluation.

SUMMARY OF DATA

I. The data listed below shows a comparison of ending first grade
percentile scores on the Metropolitan Achievement Test of tutored
children from target area schools, post-matched with untutored
children from non-target schools, by identical readiness scores
in September 1969. The significant difference in achievement is
graphically illustrated for coparison. The tutored group scored
from 37.8% to 103% above the non-tutored group. The percentile
improvements per matched readiness percentiles were as follows:

Met. Readiness
Mean

Percentile

Met. Achievement
Mean

Percentile

Met. Achievement
Mean

Percentile

Percent
of

Improvement

NON-TUTORED
---

TUTORED

3 22.2

111.0......y.......

47.6 53.3

11 21.5 51.0 57.8

13 54.7 75.4 37.8

17 23.5 38.9 65.5

20 37.5 61.0 62.6

25 36.7 76.4 108.0

39.6 39.6 69.6 75.7

1G

Pog_e 26
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II. METROPOLITAN READINESS PERCENTILE SCORES, SEPTEMBER, 1969, IN COMPARISON
WITH METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, MAY, 1970

Percentiles Achievement Scores Totals
1.0-1.4 1.5-1.9 2.0+

31 or above 18 9 27

26 to 30 8 12 20

21 to 25 2 7 4 13

16 to 20 4 18 11 33

11 to 15 4 17 7 28

6 to 10 4 32 5 41

0 to 5 13 37 8 58

Totals 27 137 56 220

III. The following data presents a comparison of tutored students' percentile
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test with the mean grade achievement
scores on the Reading sub-tests of the Metropolitan Achievement. Tests were
administered to first grade students in May, 1970, at the end of first grade.
The percentile score gains of the ending Metropolitan Achievement compared
to the beginning percentile scores on the Metropolitan Readiness are further
shown according to schools in the listing below.

Metropolitan Readiness Metropolitan Achieve- Mean
Survey Percentile Mean - ment Percentile Mean Percentile
Groups Sept., 1969 May, 1970 Gain

Group A 12.9 72.6 59.7

Group B 12.7 39.5 26.8

Group C 13.0 44.5 31.5

Group 1) 12.0 46.0 36.0

Group E 8.0 37.3 29.3

Group F 10.8 33.6 22.8

Group G 18.6 32.3 13.7

17
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IV. OBJECTIVE SURVEY

NLIA; FOL171F.ST 1,11Y.T TEST SC;..,:'S OP

flE:ILDTAL RE!): ....; STUDENT:3 BY C2.20.)S

Grad,- Nuw.ber of

Studencs
Mc,,in IQ*

.

!:an
Scon.:

(SepLembcr)

0
LJourl

(1:15,)

2 141 88.9 1.2 2

3 165 91.3 1.7 2

4 153 86.6 2.3 3

5 170 89.1 3.0 4

6 120 91.0 3.6 4

7 75 85.5 4.3 5

8 40 $`:.3 4.5 5

TOTAL 884 89.1 2.6 3

school record or Pet.,Lociy PIcture Vocabulary Test

18
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V. OBJECTIVE SURVEY Page 17

Name of Test

Gates MacCinitie Reading Test B

form Pre-Test

1

Form Post-Test

2

Grade

2nd

T..r,e of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided x Summer Remedial Reading

x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials

x Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities

x_ Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

September 1969

Number of Pupils

171

Date of Test

May 1970

Number of Pupils

168 _-
Mean Grade Equivalent

1.3

Mean Grade Equivalent

2.2

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms -

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

Not

'e of Test

Gates MacGinitie Reading Test C

Form Pre-Test

1

Form Post-Test

2

Grade

3rd

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
_Is.--

x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials
x Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities____
x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

September 1969

Number of Pupils

125

Date of Test

May 1970

Number of Pupils

121

Mean Grade Equivalent

2.0

Mean Grade Equivalent

3.1

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

Not available

19
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VI. OBJECTIVE SURVEY Page 18

Name of Test

Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

Form Pre-Test

D-1M

Form Post-Test

D--3M

Grade

4th

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided x Summer Remedial Reading
x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials
x Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities
k Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

-
Date of Test

September 1969

Number of Pupils

135

Date of Test

May 1970

Number of Pupils

137

Mean Grade Equivalent

2.7

Mean Grade Equivalent

3.7

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-750th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st -75th --76th-99th

Not

: Te of Test

Gates MacGinitie Reading Test

Form Pre-Test

D-1M

Form Post-Test

D-3M

Grade

5th

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided x Summer Remedial Reading
x Special Remedial Teacher Special Reading Materials
x Reading Consultant ....L._ Expanded Library Facilities

Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

. Date of Test

May 1969

Number of Pupils

45

Date of Test

May 1970

Number of Pupils

46

Mean Grade Equivalent

3.3

Mean Grade Equivalent

4.4

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms -

Below 25th 26th-50th 1 51st -75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st -75th 76th-99th

Not available
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VI. OBJECTIVE SURVEY

The Gates-acGinitie Pending Test

Pre-test Post-test

Grade # of Pupils Mean Grade Mean Grade

2 171 1.3 2.2

3 125 2.0 3.1

4 137 2.7 3.7

5 46 3.3 4.4

CONCLUSION

The results in the various objective surveys tend to indicate reading

improvement by those children participating in tne Title I Project. The

standardized tests results compared the ending first grade percentile scores

of tutored children from target area schools, post-matched with untutored

children from non-target schools, by identical readiness scores. The results

of this survey reflected the general degree of other surveys in this target

area. The tutored group scored from 37.8% to 108% above the non-tutored

group.

21
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22
State Evaluation Target Area #3

A total of approximately 2,897 participating children's tests results

were examined in this Title I target area. Various grade levels were given

pre- and post-testing in reading and basic achievement skills to provide an

accurate and objective study.

SUMMARY OF DATA

I. OBJECTIVE SURVEY

MEAN AND MEDIAN SCORES OF IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS PARTS A AND B GIVEN IN
TARGET PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN GRADES 4 and 6 COMPARED TO LOCAL AND NATIONAL NORMS

Vocabulary
Reading

Comprehension Vocabulary
Reading

Comprehension

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median

Group 1 3.3 3.2 3.7 3.55 5.0 5.2 4.9 4.8

Group 2 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.55 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.15

Group 3 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.0 5.7 5.8 5.5 5.2

Group 4 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.1 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.6

Group 5 3.9 4.0 3.9 4.0 5.3 5.4 5.2 5.1

Group 6 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.25 5.2 5.1 5.3 5.1

Group 7 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.0 5.9 6.0 5.6 5.5

Group 8 3.7 3.6 4.0 4.1 5.6 5.8 5.5 5.55

Group 9 4.3 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.8 4.85 4.7 4.8

Group 10 4.2 4.05 4.3 4.3 6.2 6.4 5.6 5.6

Grotin ll 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 5.6 5.8 5.8 5.85

Group 12 3.0 2.6 3.0 2.6 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.4

Target 3.8 3.9 3.9 3.8 5.5 5.4 5.4 5.4

Local 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.14 6.3 6.5 6.1 6.2

National 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7
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Name of Tent

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Form Pre-Test

4

Part A 1) ) it

Form Post-Test

X)

Grade

4

'' he of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials

Reading Consultant Expanded Library facilities
x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

April, 1970

Number of Pupils

762

Date of Test Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent

4.4

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

-,

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 256' 26th -50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

342 228 132 60

me of Test

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Form Pre-Test
4

Part B (PeadinfT,

Form PostTest

romp.)

Grade

4

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
xSpecial Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials----

Reading Consultant Expanded Library Facilities
-- --

x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Resu is Post-Test Results

Date of Test

April, 1970

Number of Pupils

762

Date of Test Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent

3.8

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

370 214 107 71

23
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Warne of Test

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

form Pre-Test

Part A (Vocaular,)

Form Post-Test Grade

6
_

,.! of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading_
x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials

Reading Consultant Expanded Library facilities
x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

March, 1970

Number of Pupils

673

Date of Test Number of Pupils

_-
Mean Grade Equivalent

5.5

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th- 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

349 173 105 46

2 of Test

1
Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Form Pre-Test
4

art B (ReadinR Comm.)

form Post-Test Grade

rType of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials

Reading Consultant Expanded Library Facilities__
x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

March, 1970

Number of Pupils

687

Date of Test Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent

6.1

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th -99th

394 174 95 24

24
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CONCLUSION

In the evaluation analysis the tests results, particularly in the

concentrated reading projects, indicated growth considerably beyond that

which might otherwise have been expected. The local norms of the partic-

ipating schools compared favorably with the national norms. These

comparisons showed reading improvement with gains in vocabulary and com-

prehension skills.
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State Evaluation Target Area #4

This evaluation area compares the results of the post-tests to the

results of the pre-tests. Grades one through seven are included in an

objective study of reading comprehension and vocabulary development.

Approximately 3,590 tests results represent a composite picture of this

state evaluation target area.

SUMMARY OF DATA

I. OBJETIVE SURVEY

Name of Test
SRA Achievement Series
Reading Comprehension

Grade

1

Group 1

Test Results

13.53

Date of Test

April 1970

Number of Pupils

882

Mean Grade Equivalent

1-8

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st -75th 76th-99th

251 277 205 149

26

Group 2

Test Results

10.95

Date of Test . Number of Pupils

April 1970 882

Mean Grade Equivalent

1-9

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 5lst-75th 76th-99t1.

210 277 212 183



OBJECTTVE SURVEY

Name of Test
SRA Achievement Sores
ReadinF, Comprehension

De of Title I Reading Activity (check no many as apply)

1;orm Pre-Test 1 1,orm Post -Test

None Provided
Special Remedial Teacher

x Reading Consultant
x Teacher Aides

25

Grade

Sm:mor P.emedial Reading
x Special Reading Materials
x Expanded Library Facilities

Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results

Date of Test

March, 1969

Mean Grade Equivalent

13.08

Number of Pupils

731

Post-Test Results

22.01
Date of Test

April, 1970

Number of Pupils

1-7

Mean Grade Equivalent

2-7

1,012

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

202 242 155 132 273 342 223 174

.me of Test

SRA Achievement Series
Reading Vocabulary

Form Pre-Test

D

Form Post-Test

D

Grade

2

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as ap7,1y)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials

x Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities
x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results

11.10

Post-Test Results

18.68

Date of Test

April, 1970

Number of Pupils

1,012

Date of Test

March, 1969

Number of Pupils

731

Mean Grade Equivalent

1-9

Mean Grade Equivalent

3-4

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th -99th

163 231 173 164 260 323 243 186

27
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Name of Test
SRA Achiclvement C:Qrios
Peadini7 Comnrnhion

7.;om Pre-Tst

p

Form Post-Test

I)

Grade

3

e of Title I Reading Activity (check as irony as apply)

None Provided mmSummer Remedial Reading
Special Remedial Teachez x Special Reading Materials

x Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities

x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results

23.59

Post-Test Results

26.81
Date of Test

?arch 1969

Number of Pupils

832

Date of Test

April 1970

Number of Pupils

987

Mean Grade Equivalent

2-8

Mean Grade Equivalent

3-3 _____
Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norms
Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norms
11:?.low 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Be.low 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

212 275 215 130 286. 281 196 224

...ape of Test
SRA Achievement Series
Reading Vocabulary

Form Pre-Test

D

Form Post-Test

D

Grade

3

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials

x Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities

x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results

18.55

Post-Test Results

18.53

Date of Test

March 1969

Number of Pupils

832

Date of Test

trTIL 1971
Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils

987

3-4

Mean Grade Equivalent

3-4

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norms National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99thl Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

(

L273 263 178 118 338 317 117
__

215
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Nnrrz of Test

SRA Achievement eries
Reirici Cr,mrro'-!011:linn

k'orm Pre-Tent

D

form Po3t-Test
(Blue)

0

Grade

ii.

pc of Title I Rending Activity (check as ,rainy as apply)

None Provided Sumner Remedial Rending
Special Reedial Teacher Special Rending Materials

x Reading Coftsultant Expanded Library 'facilities
x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)_

Pre-Tent Results

29.5

Post-Test Results

17.4
Date of Test

March 1979

Number of Pupils

693

Date of Test

Anril 1970
Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils

_2E5_

4-7

Mean Grade Equivalent

3-9

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st 75th 76th-99th Beiaw 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

198 136 207 152 239 150 203 173

.ame of Test
SRA Achievement Series
Reading Vocabulary

Form Pre-Test

D

Form Post-Test
(Flue)

D

Grade

4

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
Special Remedial Teacher . x Special Reading Materials

x Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities
x Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results

20.5

Post-Test Results

15.9

Date of Test

March 1969

Number of Pupils

691

Date of Test

Anril 1970

Number of Pupils

765

Mean Grade Equivalent

3-7

Mean Grade Equivalent

4-8
Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norms
Number of. Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norms
Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

184 189 175 143 195 200 193 177

29
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m:cup-,InN

This extensive study 01 3,590 children participating in the Title I

program consisted of varying levels of instruction at each grade level.

The reading scores are an indication of the success of the program. At

every grade level the reading scores improved and other reading content

programs showed an improved record of performance.

3(1
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State Evalwition Target Area if5

In this target area annroximatelv 9,105 children were included in

the objective analysis to determine the progress under the Title I

project. The data indicates the tirade levels examined in the pre- and

post-testing.

SUMMARY OF DATA

I. OBJECTIVE SURVEY

Name of Test Pre Gates-MacGinitie Form Pre-Test Form Post-test Oracle

Post
Pre-reading A - Z 3.

Pre-test Results Post-test Results

Date of Test

None

Number of Pupils

60

Date of Test

5-70

Number of Pupils

60

Mean Grade Equivalent

Non-reader

Mean Grade Equivalent

1.61

II. OBJECTIVE SURVEY

Name of Test Pre
Post

Gates-Macninitie Form Pre-Test
B 1

Form Post Test
B 2

Grade
2For

1

Pre-test Results Post-test Results

Date of Test

9-69

Number of Pupils

43

Date of Test

5-70

Number of Pupils

43

Mean Grade Equivalent

1.37

Mean Grade Equivalent

2.39

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norm
Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norm

Below 25 26-50th 51-75th 76-99th Below 25 26-50th 51-75th 76-99th

28 13 2 0 22 16 5 0

3 3



I[1. OBJFCTIVT: F,URVEY

Naw of Test

Civr:ir:r-Barrett Pre-readinr* ';;attery
-7-, of Title I Reeding Activity (check

Pare 'J4

Form Pre-Test Form Posh -Test Grade

A

na many as apply)

_

Findereeren

None Provided x Summer Remedial Reading
Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials
Reading Consultant Expanded Library Facilities

x Teacher Aides x Other, (specify) oral Linmlao
vlsual-motor

Pre-Test Reaults Post-Test Results

Date of Test Number of Pupils

May 11-15, 1970 1,384

Date of Test
__ _

Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent Mean Grade Equivalent

No norms for G.E.

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

83 119 303 879

264 235 268 617

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

.re of Test

Metropolitan Readiness Tests

Form Pre-Test

A

Form Post-Test Grade

1

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided x Summer Remedial Reading
x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials

Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities__
x Teacher Aides x Other, (specify) oral lancuace

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

Sept. 8, 1970

Number of Pupils

1,774

Date of Test Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent

No norms for G.E.

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

)7..

D C 1--3 2--
195
7 = 1)0%
11 = DO%

Below 25th

(Nat'l .dorms)

(Local ,dorms)

26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

36

7

2

284
24
16

727 532
38 24

41 30



V. OBJECTIVfl SURVEY

Namr2 of Test 'orm era-Test Fuu Post -Tent

low Tests of Basic Skills 3

T,TC of Title I Reading Activity (check n8 many nu apply)

x None Provided Summo.r Rcmcdtn1 Rending
Special Reinedial Teocher. special Reading Natarinls
Reading Consultant Epandf?d Library t'acilities
Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

October 1969

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils Date of Test

1,559

Number of Pupils

5.08

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th 13low 25th 26th-50th 51st-15th 76th-99th

833 407 217 92

:ne of Test
t

i

Form Pre-Test Form Post-Test Grade
-,

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
Special Remedial Teacher Special Reading Materials
Reading Consultant Expanded Library Facilities
Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test Number of Pupils Date of Test Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

,

.._



IV, OBJECTIVE SUFVEY
Pore

Name of Test

ietropolitan Upper Primary

Form Pre-Te,;t

13

Form Pont -Tent
___________

Grade
_ _____

2
. -
e of Title I Reading Activity (check as many ns apply)

_

x None Provided ST:m!rc,.r R(!medial Reading____
Special Remedial Teacher SaacIll TZeaaing Material!)
Reading Coneu- ltent Expanded Library Fnctlittes

____ Teacher Aides Other, (npecify)

Pre-Test Results Post -Test Results

Date of Test

February 24, 1970

Number of Pupils

1,512

Date of Test Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent

2.69

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
Natior al Norms

Tilow 25th 26th-50th 513t-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

503 379 224 407

,me of Test

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

Form Pre-Test

3

Form Post-Test Grade

Li.

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

x None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
Special Remedial Teacher Special Reading Materials___
Reading Consultant Expanded Library Facilities____
Teacher Aides Other, (specify)

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

October 1969

Number of Pupils

1,444

Date of Test Number of Pupils

Mean Grade Equivalent

3.33

Mean Grade Equivalent

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

1

598 551 219 78

3 8



VI. OBJECT EVE FAJRVEY

Nd= of Test

Cates-Macninitie

Fora Pre-Titat

D3

Form Poat-Tcat

n2

Grade

4

,o. e. of Title I Reading Activity (check au many as apply)
-%.

None Provided Surmier Remedial Reading
x Special Rc.edial Teacher x Special Rending Mnterinla
x Reading Connultant y Expanded Library facilities
x_ Teacher Aides Other, (specify) roun,:olim!

-------

Pre-Test Results Post-Test Results

Date of Test

9-69

Number of Pupils

62

Date of Test

5-70

Number of Pupils

___E:2

Mean Grade Equivalent

2.83

Mean Grade Equivalent

3.71
Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norms
Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories

National Norms
Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th 'Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

47 14 1 0 35, 22 5 0

:me of Test

Gates-MacGinitie

Form Pre-Test

C 1

Form Post-Test

C 2

Grade

3

Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

None Provided Summer Remedial Reading
x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials
X Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities
x Teacher Aides x Other, (specify) Counseling

Pre-Test Resu to Post-Test Results

Date of Test

9-69

Number of Pupils

51

Date of Test

5-70

Number of Pupils

51

Mean Grade Equivalent

1.98

Mean Grade Equivalent

2.72

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories
National Norms

Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th Below 25th 26th-50th 51st-75th 76th-99th

40

i

10 0 0 31 17 2 0

39



V I. I . 011,J!;(711:',T, `..;;;VEY

cf Test Te'it
ot '3 2

!

of Title I Reading Acvy

Non crov.'Z.,-..,c1 ,rnv'rlinr rel UT P.;:,11(3, ng

x Rea ! nr1 Xir 11 '" rICT
'reacher iVx.-les r

PrP^TC1ft Results Po r1r1llitS

Date , ,
I

Date of Test
')

u- m-,N,ar of Puoi.ls : Do.'...ra of 9.',.?st 1 ",\ur.i.ber of P'001.11
9-69

!
.

17 5-70 17
.. ..

j

iMc.an Grade Equivalent 1 ./,-r r".radr, '.::c.1.1iva1ent
3.38 ,

iNurnbr-r of Pupils by Percentil,_ Ci_s.t.':'01.(2::.':! Nurnbcr of Pp!,:5 by Percentil,..) C.-1.teTories
-

7:.'.,-,:,, 2, ::,,____.7 5 ..5n.,::, 51-73 '. .1,_ 72 7 :'-___L__.7.,.r.-.....1..,-,_2..r:..2_2._(;_-_- C:. (..4'-,._ .._51.2.--..7`;.f,

S 11 1 0 0 14 3 0

-
rN

Pc-tost
C2 3

nr r 0.. p 7, e7 ,{

enr3

7-c r:,,,7%-v nr" X Sne,cial !Vaterlz.,:s
y di O.. ' E:.:.pand.ed Library Facilities

Aides Cer, (Specify)

?re-tos-. 7.esu1ts

....-....
Date of Test 1 Number of Pup:'.1s

9-69 10
......_

Post-test Results

Date of Test
5-70

Number of Pupils
10

Mean C.:%rde Mean Grade Equivalent
2.01 3.85

Nu''-,,e - of Punils by 13 c-rcertirs CF,t1.-,r7ories Ni1,-,trs- by Percentile CFItcgeries
t n'

P.,(...lovr 2S 25-snth i 51-75t) 51-7St1-.. _ _
8 2 0 0

40

4 4 0



V [ 1 [ . O.'.,11: C1' T. VI.: '...:,11:,V;:Y
. .....

7.,) ,,,, ri ,-..,_ of To s t pre Co. :?!-1-7v"...i.cC,1...1.'...::!,-; 1 ..7-'():-.:i '..rf..,-.'..--..,t
t,

rerrn l'o-..,L'',..ost. 1

(7':"!(%.

Post 1)3 1)2
I

7.'!..tle 7. Fflac..:'. g P.ctiv.ity as

__Non provi(.:(.14
Co'Jrvx.:.1):1(3

x
rreac:ier. JVCIP.

?,faults

Date of Test Number of
9-69 t 31

Mean C-r-:.!de Ec,ovalent
4.44

Results

Date of T(?st Nurr.ber of 131,1p11.:3

5-70

Mean rlracle Equivalent
5.77

Nurn.hr,.r Porcentile of 721.,,p;Is by Pnrcc.,,nt:,:r? Catr-cories
-V,-,."0s-1711 ,'r\

.77r .7,- -1 c; r-- 7 5 e

24 7 0 0

1

12 16 3 0

PrIst
-*:(-", Post-tos:-.

1)-2 5

T

Non provic.'.ed
Rnn-ir,d4al.

Rez.viinr..,, Consultant
x Teacher Z des

FA.s C p-)?y)

S,,rnmer Remedial Reading
x"--7--.)(,(.:fal Reading Materials

Library Facilities
x0f -,er, (Specify)_

Counseling

?re-test Results

Date of Test
9-69

Nu-oper of Pupils
46

Mean Grade Equivalent
3.44

Post -test Results

Date of Test
5-70

Number of Pupils
46

Mean Grade Equivalent
4.64

Number of Puniis by :Percentile Categories Number of !'.!olls by Prrc,,nti'e Categories
y,-;,..;tori-0.._,Norir!.; 7,-i-,!-4,-,,,), sr.,Tr,r,.;-,,,,

:3elo,A, 2 26750th 57.-75th 176- 0 ".:'.-t

3d 8 0 r 0

.n.,-.1.,-,,,,, 2'.-3 ;?1;-5(T)'-')

20 19

51-75`2.1

7

7r,-29t1.1

0



PAROCHIAL IX. 01,JEcTivr, RvEY

m^ of Te!it FreCi? V cC ni1 .Frm Pre--Test Form Post 're.:;t Cco.(le
Post D 3 D2

'Pyp' f Tile I Reading Activity (check as many as apply)

Non provided Summer Reme,d.tal Reading
x Special Remor.!.1a.1 Teacher
x P,eading Consult:ant x Spi-cial Reading Ma':.ertalc.,

Teacher Aides _Expanded. Library Facilities,

Pre-Test Pesults Post-Test Results

Date of Test
9-69

'Number of Pupils ; Date of Test
11 5-70

Number of Pupils
11

Grale Equivalent Mean Grade Equivalent
4.21 5.87

Number of Pupils by Percentile Catejorii.-,s Number of Pupils by Poreen'.ile terzories
tj ny, -,9:1 j\T nrro

7,,-2,1.0,?..2.1.._. 9 (3, r,:Sn ''..-1_, 5 1 - 75Cri .7(,;::: ...:;-,)_._ .2,-,,:sy,y z..5 I 25-5ns, 3., ...75f-7, ........2 9 (-) L'i...
i

i (

1

S
,

i 3 0
I 0 4 4 3 0

i
I

i I

Form Pro-test Perm Post--test
Post D3 D 2

Grade

5

Type of -.7itle I acading Activity (neck as many as apply)
Non provided Romecii:' Reading

x Spr,e4al Remedial Teaner xSpocia 1 Materials
x ReadincT Consultant Llbrary Facilities

Toacher Aides (Specify)

Pre-test 0sultf., Post-test Results

Date of Test
9-69

Number rsf Purs
13

Mean Gracie Equivalent
3.50

Date of Test

5-70

Number of Pupils

13

Mean Grade Equivalent
4.91

Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories Number of Pupils
s

Br-low 2'3 25-50th 75-09th Polow 25 26-50th

9 4 0 0 6

4 9

5

by Percentile Categories
51-75th I 76-99th

2 1 0
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CONCLMITON

The amount of data provided in this samnling indicates the exten-

siveness of the objective study for this target area. These figures

establish local reading percentiles and provide a means to indicate the

level of achievement at each elementary grade level. The post-tests

results indicate that the children did benefit by reflecting a signif-

icant academic mean gain.
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B. Characteristics exhibited in successful Title I projects:

(1) There is a working relationship with a responsible advisory council

which has assessed the needs of the educationally deprived segment

of the community, making possible a more realistic evaluation of

needs and concerns.

(2) Parents have a strong interest in programs assisting the under-

priviliged child. This results in improved student attendance, and

often in improved appearance of the children themselves. When parents

are interested in their children's progress in Title I programs, they

usually make themselves available for consultation and will give school
S.

personnel any assistance possible.

Such parental involvement has not come into being without develop-

ment of a positive attitude on the part of the administrators in the

State. As a result greater enthusiasm has been generated among ad-

ministrators and teachers to work with parents on Title I projects.

Information concerning progress of the program as a whole is made

available to the public, and individual progress of students is reported

to those having a direct and personal interest in the program. The

public, particularly the parents, gain knowledge of LEA efforts to

provide special educational assistance in the following ways:

(a) Information indicating the progress and success of Title I programs

is made public through local newspapers, schools newspapers, and

letters.

(b) A special effort is made to inform parents of the progress of

their children either by personal contact, by letter, or by

telephone.

(3)
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(4) Data is gathered to determine program validity and, if necessary,

possible modification or deletion.

(a) Successful components are validated with statistics.

(b) Unsuccessful program components have appropriate data so that

the problem may be defined and studied.

(c) Adequate evaluation is applied to all programs and data in

order to determine revelancy.

(5) Thorough in-service training is provided for both the administrative

staff and the instructional staff.

(a) The in-service section of the application of a successful Title I

project indicates a well-planned program of continued training

at predetermined times, covering specific subject areas.

(b) Through periodic project reviews, staff members of an effective

Title I project are constantly reminded of the objectives of their

segment of the program. During such reviews, the staff also

discusses whether or not the work they are doing is making

progress. If it is not accomplishing its objectives, they will

then consider an early revision of the project.

(6) Eligible children are identified by name on the basis of the criteria

on page 1, item 4, of the application. Any additional participants

are identified according to individual need and also by name.

(a) The children identified by criteria on page 1, item 4, of the

application are named by the project director and the Title I

staff involved. Supportive data are available to substantiate

the total number of deprived. This listing and information is

confidential information.

45
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(b) Generally the target school areas do not include all the

children identified on page 1, item 4, of the application.

Therefore, the number served will be less than the total indi-

cated on page 1, item 4.

(c) If children who do not qualify on an economically or educationally

deprived basis are included, an appropriate rationale is given

to support their participation.

(7) The project is concentrated on those students demonstrating the

greatest need. The program is built around those needs and designed

to meet the many needs of the concentrated number, rather than

expanded to include additional students on a more narrow range of

needs.

(a) The deprived students identified as participants are known

personnally by staff members.

(b) The relationship iv such that proper assessment of the academic

and social deficiencies can be determined.

(c) The needs of the most needy are provided for befoLe additional

students are added to the program.

C. Evidence of effectiveness of projects related to cost:

There is no hard evidence that the effectiveness of Title I projects

is related to costs on a State basis. However, evidence provided by some

of the LEA's shows conclusive improvement in the performance of target

area children in various curricular areas and it may be assumed that this

ildprovement is the result of the expenditure of Title I dollars. But to

assign a specific dollar value to improvement or lack of improvement in

all projects in the State would be a very difficult proposition and would

46
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be of doubtful validity and reliability with our present technical

capabilities.

In general, it is felt that additional money spent upon each Title I

child, given comparability, is resulting in the improvement of the

educational lot of these children whether or not the cost-effect

relationship can be quantified at this juncture in the program.
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V. Effect of Title programs on administrative structure and educational

practices of SEA, LEA, and nonpublic schools:

A. SEA - On the State level, the Title I program has been separated from

the Equal Educational Opportunity (Title IV) program, formerly the

Community Relations Division, and placed in the Federal Projects

Division under the Director of the Federal Projects Division, who is

responsible for the coordination of Title I programs. This division

is responsible to the Assistant Superintendent for Administration and

Finance. Also, the Title I staff of consultants has been augmented,

although not sufficiently to perform all of the activities necessary

to accelerate improvement in the quality of the Title I programs.

More effective use of the curriculum specialists in the Office

of the Superintendent of Public Instruction has been accomplished

through the routing of applications to these specialists for comment

and visitation. More effort has been made to coordinate with other

federal programs targeted upon the educationally disadvantaged in the

areas of special education, vocational education, and teacher training.

B. LEA - In most LEA's the duty of organization, planning, coordinating,

administering, and evaluating Title I programs has been given to a special

staff member to provide greater concentration of effort on Title I.

At this stage in the development of Title I, less emphasis is being

placed upon materials and equipment and more upon programs. In some LEA's

more supportive services are being included in their Title I programs,

while in others these services are being prby,ided through local effort

and Title I funds are concentrated on educational activities, particularly

reading. In this area greater program sophistication is noted.

4 F'?
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While several LEA's have had a hiph degree of parental participation

in their Title I programs in the past, -end others to a lesser extent,

plans are being made by most LEA's to increase parental participation

in the administrative mechanism of their program.

C. Nonpublic schools- There is no evidence that Title I has changed the

administrative structure of nonpublic schools except that in most LEA's

where nonpublic schools are located, nonpublic school personnel is

consulted in the development and operation of those elements of the

Title I program which are to be extended into the nonpublic schools.
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VI. Additional efforts to help the disadvantaged:

A. No State funds have been appropriated specifically for compensatory

education programs except for Special Education for the handicapped.

These funds are distributed to LEA's which conduct Special Education

classes on a pro-rata excess cost formula basis. During the 1969-70

school year, State funds in the amount of $4,373,394.80 were distributed

to LEA's to support Special Education classes for 59,442 handicapped

children. The total cost of the Indiana Special Education program

was $18,876,600.00.

B. An outstanding example of the coordination of Title I funds with other

federally funded programs is that of the M.S.D. of Wayne Township Joint

Services and Supply Project. This project for seriously handicapped

children involves the joint efforts of 10 school corporations located

west of Indianapolis. In addition to Title I funds, funds from the

following federal sources are used in the project: Title II ESEA,

Title III ESEA, Title VI ESEA, Basic Adult Education, Vocational Rehabil-

itation, School Lunch, and Vocational Education.

Practically every Indiana LEA uses other federally funded programs

in connection with their Title I projects, though these funds are not

specifically set out in the Title I projects except in the part of the

program description concerning coordination with other federally funded

programs. The other federally funded programs most often mentioned in

the program descriptions are the following: Title II ESEA, Title III NDEA,

School Lunch, and Vocational Education.
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VII. Compensatory education brought to nonpublic schools throup,h Title I:

Public and nonpublic school cooperation in regard to Title I projects

in Indiana has been excellent. In all corporations having nonpublic schools, the

authorized LEA Title I representative or director conferred with officials of

nonpublic schools in regard to project planning, implementation, and evaluation.

The SEA emphasized by personal discussions and by written communications

that nonpublic officials should be involved early in Title I program plan-

ning. When reviewing an application submitted from a project area in which

nonpublic schools were located, the SEA made e:::rtain that nonpublic school

officials had been given the opportunity to participate if they so desired.

In Indiana;4,883 pupils from 59 nonpublic schools participated in Title T.

projects. These were instructional and supportive projects: mainly reading,

mathematics, language arts, psychological and testing services, and health and

guidance.

The nonpublic school pupils attended both regular term and summer classes

in the public schools. These classes were held during daytime school hours.

Occasionally, because of special needs, instructional and supportive services

were conducted in nonpublic schools.

Data on pre- and post-achievement testing were collected as an aggregate

and not separately reported for public and nonpublic school children.

Participation or nonparticipation of nonpublic school children Title I

projects has never been challenged. There has been no litigation, nor has

there been any reason for new or revised legal interpretation.

In regard to joint planning of a Title I project, public and nonpublic

schools of a target area have cooperated to include in the project those

components which would he most helpful in solving problems common to both

systems. This has resulted very effective Title I programs.
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MI. Coordinated teacher-teacher aide training programs conducted by LEA's:

According, to the Title I applications and evaluations. nearly all LEA's

having Title I projects conducted in-service training. The extent of this

training depended largely on the size of the program, the number of people

involved, and the experience of the staff. The number of participants in

these training programs totaled 6,740.

The general pattern of activities consisted of meetings prior to the

beginning of the Title I programs with emphasis on familiarization with audio-

visual materials, production of instructional materials, and staff orientation

of LEA philosophy and procedures. Most of these sessions were conducted by

consultants and administrative staff at the local level.

More extensive training programs took two or three weeks and we:e con-

ducted by a staff of experts from Indiana universities. Some LEA's sent their

staff to workshops of other LEA's or to those in neighboring states.

It is generally believed by most LEA's that in-service training is a

continuous process and meetings are held regularly (once or twice a week)

to share experiences and methods of handling current problems.

The SEA has provided guidance for the LEA's in staff training. Six

panel discussion meetings were conducted by the SEA in various parts of

the State last year. State Title I staff members are frequently asked to

participate in the LEA's in-service training meetings and to address teachers

and parents at their meetings.

The following Volunteer Teacher Aide program is an example of an effective

and well-planned Title I teacher - teacher aide training program. This plan

of selecting and training teacher aides has been developed by the Metropolitan

School District of Decatur Township. Marion County. Indiana. Excellent train-

ing materials and guides have been prepared for the Volunteer Teacher Aides to

use in their work with Title I children.
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METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICT OF DECATUR TOWNSHIP

IN-SERVICE TRAINING FOR VOLUNTEERS

Aide Program Under Title I

A. Selection and recruitment of Volunteer Teacher Aides:

Volunteer Aides may have a wide background of education, ranging

from very little high school work to college graduation. They may also

be of any age, from young adults to people of middle age to retirement.

Both men and women are involved.

Any individual interested in assisting pupils by serving as a

Volunteer !leacher Aide is instructed to contact the Title I Coordinator.

The Title I Coordinator receives Volunteers through the following contacts:

(1) Patrons who call a school principal and indicate willingness to help.

(2) Patrons who are contacted by the principal or other school personnel

to serve as members of the Volunteers.

(3) Parents of disadvantaged pupils who are enrolled in the program.

(4) Individuals who make inquiry in response to local newspaper articles

written about the Volunteer Aide Program. Additional information is

carried in the school corporation bulletin that goes to all taxpayers.

(5) Individuals who respond to publicity and public relations by P.T.A.

organizations. Churches and community service clubs assist in giving

information about the program.

B. Placement and training of Volunteer Teacher Aides:

Each Volunteer indicates a preference for an elementary building and

is then assigned in that building to the classroom teacher who has requested

the services of a Volunteer Aide. Through cooperative planning, the Title I
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Coordinator and the Principal plan the placement of Volunteer

Teacher Aides to best meet the needs of pupils within each building.

Initial in-service sessions consisting of approximately 1.2 hours of

instruction per Aide are arranged for small groups, or they may be held

on an individual basis for each building. Demonstrations and return

practice demonstrations instruct the Aide in basic procedures and in the

use of language masters, tape recorders with listening stations, record

players, film strip projectors, overhead projectors, and any other specific

equipment that might be used in the instruction. These sessions are

scheduled for 2 or 3-hour periods and for as many times as are necessary

to accommodate the Volunteers.

Specific additional instruction periods of 4 to 6 hours each are

given those Aides who are to assist pupils in motor perceptual activities.

On-going instruction for the Teacher Aide is available through the Title

Coordinator at the request of the Volunteer Aide, the Principal, or the

classroom teachers.

The Volunteer Aides report to their assigned building on a prearranged

regularly scheduled basis depending upon the time they are available. As

an example, Volunteer Aide Mrs. Martin might report to classroom teacher

Mr. Jones for the purpose of helping Terry X. with his schoolwork, from

9:30 to 10:30 on Monday of each week. The classroom teacher will determine

what activity or extra practice Terry might need and will prepare any

materials needed, placing instructions in a centrally located file box

for Volunteer Aide Mrs. Martin to follow in assisting Terry. Should the

Aide need further assistance, she will reeuest it, but otherwise she will
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be able to complete the activity and relay any message to the teacher

either verbally or by leaving written correspondence in the file box.

C. Regulations governing the Volunteer Aide program:

A Volunteer will not be assigned a pupil in the class grouping

where her own child is in attendance. She may be assigned to another

room within the ouilding.

Part of the initial in-service training period is devoted to a

discussion of the student's right to expect confidential treatment in

relation to individual learning problems. Individual student problems

are not carried beyond the school.

It is important to maintain the established schedule if at all

possible, but if it becomes necessary to cancel a session, the school

must be notified. as early,as.possible.

General meetings which involve all Volunteer Aides are kept to a

minimum because of the difficulty of all Aides to attend at one time.

However, at least one mass meeting a year is held to bring all Aides

together and offer new information about meeting the needs of disad-

vantaged students. An additional purpose for this meeting is to express

appreciation for the tremendous contribution being made to the education

of these students.

Assignments must avoid any initial teaching activity and are to be

confined to supportive types of functions.
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D. Results of the Volunteer Aide program:

Most Volunteer Aides are better satisfied if they come directly in

contact with pupils. assisting them to practice arithmethic and reading

as opposed to auxiliary choices of paper checking, mieographing, etc.,

although a very few request and are assigned these chores.

Experience has indicated that the service of the Volunteer

Teacher. Aides is of superior quality, since it is motivated by an in-

tense desire to serve pupils. It has been noted, also, that there is

a very low attrition rate among Volunteers and a remarkable devotion

to maintaining a constant schedule with the pupil.
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IX. Community and parent involvement in Title I prop.rams in Indiana:

A. Title I programs worked with and were supplemented by Federal programs,

organized groups, business and industry, and individuals. Outstandinp

examples of cooperation and involvement were shown by Head Start,

Community Action Agencies, Neighborhood Youth Corps, volunteer aides

and tutors, and Community Health and Welfare Services.

The SEA has put emphasis on the involvement of various segments of

the community, utilizing all the resources such groups have to offer.

It may be estimated that at least 95% of Indiana LEA's have community

and parental involvement to a greater degree than expressed in their

evaluations and applications. This was found to be true when SEA staff

members visited schools to see Title I programs in operation.

In the past, parent involvement has consisted mainly of parent-

teacher conferences, teachers reporting to the parents, and parents

attending open house. There is a definite trend toward changing to more

active parent participation. The use of parents may be summarized:

(1) Parents served on planning committees regarding Title I programs.

(2) Parents were used as volunteer aides and tutors.

(3) Parents watched their children participate in class activities.

(4) Parents accompanied their children to speech therapy and special

training sessions.

(5) Parents accompanied children on field trips and other cultural

enrichment activities.

(6) Extensive home visit programs were conducted by parents, teachers,

social workers and nurses.
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(7) Parents came into the classroom to demonstrate skills and customs

of other cultures, such as glass blowing, wood carving, folk singing

and folk dancing, weaving, candlemaking and cheesemaking.

The following are examples of community and parent involvement as described

by LEA's.

In one Indiana school parents staged a teach-in. For one period each week

over a span of several months they used their talents to instruct pupils on the

fourth grade level. Results have been exhilerating to both parents and children.

The principal commented, We are having more parent participation in

the school than ever before. The participation does not create troubles--it

creates understanding. Parents realize teachers have problems, that their

children are not angels."

Children voluntarily gave up the morning recess period to participate in

the program, which was carried out at very little expense. The children were given

a choice of subjects: woodworking, art, model cars, dramatics, knitting, Latin,

German, first aid and sewing. They were taught by parents who had a considerable

knowledge and interest in these areas.

There was a quickening of pupil interest in education. As one child expressed

it, "Learning is fun."

After each session parents met to discuss their experiences so that through

sharing their successes and problems they gained a better understanding of each

other, of their children, and of their school community.
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Business and industry have he]ped by:

1. hiring handicapped people on a part-time basis:

2. participating in work-study programs:

3. contributing materials and supplies for projects; and

4. contribution of vitamins and preventive medicines (by a pharmaceutical company).

Another approach to education in an Indiana school was made possible through

the contributions of Marsh Foodliners. Inc. and Brooks Foods, Inc. The project

was federally funded by Title I and through Vocational Education, Disadvantaged

and handicapped programs.

This approach, called 'My Store," was designed for those Title I students

who find present forms of education dull and unimaginative. Using the old country

store concept, "My Store' was, in a sense, a vocational stimulator--a teaching

device where students have actually reinforced the basics of the 'three R's" by

developing a grocery store.

The two businesses mentioned above delivered shelving, displays, paint and

all materials needed plus a complete stock of merchandise ranging from soap to

macaroni to the target school where this project took place. The students did

the work and thus were allowed to create their own learning situations and relate

to subject areas in which they were directly involved.

One Indiana LEA made good use of an Education Council to help close the

school-parent communications gap in Title I schools. There were three divisions

of the Education Council representing the elementary school , the middle school

and the high school. The members were selected by drawing names from a list of
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Title l and other rarents who had indicated that . ,lected they would serve nn

one of the thrt!e divisions of the Council.

The purpose of the Education Council was to help inform parents about Title 1,

along with the objectives and operation of the schools. and to inform school

officials of the concerns and questions which these parents had about the various

phases of the school programs. The three divisions of the Education Council were

scheduled to meet four or five times each year. Each meeting was important and

the members knew that 100% attendance was expected.

The school administrators met with the Council. At the first meeting the

members were briefed on the overall functioning of the school corporation, on

the duties of the various school officials, on school finance, and on Title I

and other programs for the coming year.

Later meetings were designed to allow Council members to voice some of their

concerns (or those expressed by friends or neighbors) about the operation of the

schools, to decide the order of priority of these concerns, and to identify

supportive and non-supportive factors in the school system relating to solution

of these problems. School administrators worked on high-priority problems with

the benefit of the Council's suggestions.

The success of the Education Council of this LEA speaks well for the future

of Education Councils as an effective means of involving Title I parents.
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